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1. Original Submission
1.1. Recommendation
Minor Revision
2. Comments to Author
In this manuscript, the authors have explored the large scale relationships between streamﬂow, temperature, precipita-
tion, and eight different climate indices. The manuscript is timely, scientiﬁcally sound, and well written. I have few minor
comments which I believe will help improve the manuscript further and hopefully make even the content, as of now I feel
the manuscript is heavily geared towards atmospheric/climate side. Here are my  speciﬁc comments:
Major Points:
1) In its current form, authors provide no information regarding the climate and physiographic characteristics of the three
basins. The small scale physiographic differences (i.e. hypsometry, geology, vegetation cover) could well help explain
some of the differences among the basins in terms of (partial) correlation. This is particularly important for explaining
the streamﬂow characteristics at monthly and seasonal time scales.
2) I feel the re-writing of equations, which are exactly similar to those reported in Grinsted et al., 2004, without any
methodological change/improvement are unnecessary. This could well be the place where authors can focus more on
characterizing the individual basins.
3) Introduction began with the mention of climate change but it is nowhere to be found in the discussion section. The
entire discussion section is focused on re-iterating the teleconnection aspect of the analysis and basic “so what” question
remains unanswered, at least as far as hydrology/streamﬂow/climate change is concerned.
4) The duration characterizing the “low frequency ﬂuctuation” are inconsistent between the Fig 2 and Fig 14. In Fig2 and
section 3.1, authors note 1940-1980 as a mix of “high and low frequency ﬂuctuation” but in Fig 14 and section 3.6 1920-
2010 has been used as a period with large “low frequency ﬂuctuations”. Honestly, I don’t see how these breakpoints were
determined, seems more subjective than anything else.
Minor Points:
P3L38: please specify what do you mean by “longer time scale”
P5L31: Unclear how having “large drainage area” helps the analysis. Also need to mention why the analysis ends in 2010.
P6L9-12: Given the fact that most of the weather stations are located at lower and mid-elations, taking a simple arithmeticaverage seems problematic, especially for temperature. What are the elevation ranges covered by the HCN station with
respect to watershed elevation range?
P8L31: for consistency with Grinsted et al., 2004, suggest using w0 (oemga < sub > zero).
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P10L28 “. . ...  . ..  . .forcing from the climate mode Y.”
Figs 3 & 4: reporting monthly correlation values, a non-continuous data, as “line plot” seems odd. Also, do we  really need
o report correlations with signiﬁcant level > 5%?
Figs 6,7, 9-13: Although this “same as” caption style is not uncommon I ﬁnd it very irritating. One needs to keep scrollingetween ﬁgures to just make sense of it. Same is true for few tables.
Anonymous
Available online 26 January 2016
